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Abstract

The study focuses on the process of assessing (a micro-skill) goal attainment in EFL pronunciation
course via measures which can foster different students’ attitudes and self-perceptions. Standard
(pen-and-paper) tests offer immediate evidence of success but they put heavy demands on students’
cognitive, performance and stress-controlling skills. CALL-related techniques can be used as
supplementary ones, even if technically assessing different sub-skills, Kahoot or Moodle quizzes
can complement and re-orientate the assessment as well as the learning processes.

To investigate the impact of the diverse assessment measures a small-scale research was
conducted among Year 1 students of the English Department at the Pedagogical University in
Krakow. They are participants in a 90-hours-a-year pronunciation course, where one of the
components involves mastering transcribing skills. The specific element of the course evaluated by
standard and CALL-related measures in the study were the phonetic variants of the -es and -ed
endings in English. Through analysis of test scores, coupled with the ideas obtained via semi-
structured interviews, the study hoped to verify the claim that matters such as student comfort,
instant individual feedback and personal safety are most efficiently handled by the Moodle quizzes.
Apart from providing well-balanced scores, they offer the least-threatening, stress-free
environments for learning and assessment, thus developing students’ self-monitoring their
progress.

Keywords: assessment; test anxiety; pronunciation instruction; pen-and-paper tests; computer-

based tests

1. Introduction

Any learning process requires assessing goal attainment. Whether the focus is on performance or
mastery goals, the measures applied to assess attainment of these can be diverse and can foster
different students’ attitudes and self-perceptions. For many students, the test situation on its own
creates considerable anxiety which can badly affect their performance (Komorowska, 2002;
Underhill, 1987). Therefore, it is deemed desirable to attempt working out assessment schemes

and conditions that would both determine the relative success at learning a specific content or
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skill and do so in a reliable and guided manner. Additionally, instructors would want to show the
learners how to evaluate their progress in learning, to be able to diagnose the strong and the weak
points independently of the teacher. Both teacher assessment and carefully introduced elements
of student’s self-assessment contribute to students’ making more progress and taking more
responsibility for their learning (Czetwertynska, 2015; Komorowska, 2005; 2002; Underhill,
1987). It appears to be a necessity to reconsider the habitually used assessment practices in order
to implement diversification and flexibility inherent in adaptive teaching to make assessment
more comprehensive, more inclusive and more students'-needs-relevant.

English Studies pronunciation courses, apart from regular training in English oral skills,
characteristically insist on mastering transcribing skills. The belief behind this requirement is that
those who can record in a visual form certain contrasts or variants practiced in class will also be
able to pronounce them — and vice versa (Werfel, 2017). It is seen as a feeding-breeding
relationship. Assessing students’ success in this skill typically incorporates pen-and-paper tests
of transcription, where the test-takers’ task is to apply the IPA characters appropriately. While
this mode offers the teacher immediate evidence of success — or lack thereof — it puts heavy
demands on students’ cognitive, performance and stress-controlling skills. Students focus on the
outcome and what can be done to ensure the positive final score, not on improved understanding,
self-monitoring or generating solutions. Therefore, some more comprehensive and varied
measures need to be implemented to provide assistance in the assessment process and to
complement it.

Even if technically assessing different sub-skills, certain CALL-related techniques, such
as game-based student response systems (Kahoot! for this study) (Licorish et al., 2017; 2018) or
Moodle quizzes (Neill, 2018; Aperlinski et al., 2013) can complement and re-orientate the
assessment as well as the learning processes. These supplementary measures enable important
factors to surface from the background. Student comfort, instant individual feedback and
personal safety reveal themselves to be all-important and largely conducive to the ultimate
success, at the same time contributing significantly to developing self-monitoring skills.

Therefore, the paper tries to examine the more adaptive and flexible assessment protocols
with a view to cater for student diversity in a relevant manner. The typical, ever-present “test
culture” largely ignores the need to adapt assessment activities and tasks to students’
characteristics and personal needs within the affective domain, at the same time not taking notice
of students’ emotional well-being. The sole focus on measuring progress or achievement
prevails. The study aims to investigate whether expanding task types and techniques can

constitute a move towards a form of inclusive assessment consistent with demands of adaptive
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teaching (Coll et al., 2000). Through analysis of test scores, both traditional and CALL-related,
enriched by information obtained via a series of semi-structured interviews, the author hopes to
determine whether incorporating the various assessment forms and CALL elements can indeed
foster students’ performance skills. Put differently, the question arises: Does CALL come to the
rescue when we try to cater for students’ assessment needs?

In order to reveal the preferable and comprehensive assessment forms of the study
participants, a number of research questions have been formulated (section 4). Based on these,
fed by ideas developed in the subject literature, a working hypothesis has been proposed to the
effect that catering for students’ needs when it comes to assessing the achievement of

transcription skills ought to involve incorporation of carefully planned CALL-based activities.

2. The background: Transcription vs. speaking

It has been observed countless times that pronunciation errors cause the majority of
communication breakdowns, both when we talk about communicating with native and non-native
speakers, with, ultimately, pronunciation constituting possibly the greatest single barrier to
successful exchanges. Speech is, after all, an activity which is carried on in numerous events.
Lack of knowledge of English sounds, both in terms of recognition and production, can thus
impede communication. Too much accentedness or distorted speech may give rise to
misunderstanding, miscommunication and frustration, resulting in psychological nervousness in
speakers (Lu, 2002, p. 37). Learning to understand and use phonetic symbols leads to effective
remediation of these difficulties.

It is commonly believed that early integration of the basic phonetic symbols into the
English language classroom, particularly so at the college or university level, is essential to the
students’ formation of accurate English pronunciation and intonation — the foundations of verbal
language, helping to minimize interference from their mother tongue. As Lu (2002, p. 38)
observes, phonetic symbols are not difficult to learn, particularly with teachers who know how
to effectively use them to improve and further develop learners’ pronouncing skills. Needless to
say, using them requires a lot of practice before a strong command of the symbols is possible. It
may be because learning to transcribe necessarily requires adults to shift the way they analyse
words, ultimately to make them able to think beyond the print.

Phonetic transcription training leads to increased levels of explicit phonemic awareness
(Werfel, 2017, p. 285). Phonemic awareness, the ability to analyse the sound structure of words
at the level of individual speech sounds, has emerged over the past several decades as an

important, but not the only, linguistic predictor of children’s reading and spelling skills.
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Kindergarten phonemic awareness skills are positively correlated to word decoding and reading
comprehension across grade levels, from elementary school to high school (Werfel, 2017, p.
282). However, the further step, namely, thinking beyond print, requires explicit phonemic
awareness skills. A higher level skill than phonemic awareness, explicit phonemic awareness, is
a literate individual's ability to analyse the sounds of words separate from print. After breaking
the code of letter-sound correspondence, individuals are influenced heavily by print in their
analysis of words, even when instructed to analyse the sounds of words. Individuals with higher
levels of explicit phonemic awareness can better manipulate the sound structure of words while
ignoring the influence of print and, thus, likely would report that, for example, “witch” and “rich”
contain the same number of sounds and that they rhyme.

Phonetic transcription training is the active ingredient of foreign language education that
results in higher levels of explicit phonemic awareness. It is a useful learning technique for two
different kinds of people: native speakers and EFL learners alike (Lecumberri and Maidment,
2000). Generally, getting familiar with it reinforces the idea that spoken and written
representations of language are separate things. It makes people, especially native speakers of a
language, more aware of what they actually say, rather then what they think they say. In the
learning context, “transcribing texts helps to make one aware of the target one should be aiming
for and of the pronunciation (or range of pronunciations) one can expect from native speakers”
(Lecumberri and Maidment, 2000, p. 1). It therefore makes pedagogical sense to underscore the
fundamental significance of sound discrimination and identification in the process of developing
good foreign language pronunciation (Eckman et al., 2009), where transcribing skills offer great
assistance. ICT affords various tools to be used for such training, including specific protocols
implemented in the (Polish university-) popular learning managing system Moodle (Aperlinski
etal., 2013). Conditio sine qua non of good pronunciation is the ability to distinguish the foreign
language phonemic inventory's sounds. A student who is unable to hear the difference between
the sounds is unlikely to be able to pronounce them correctly. It is not possible to expect and
demand proper sound reproduction of what we cannot extract auditorily (Eckman et al., 2009).
However, it is equally clear that although perceiving the contrasts in the sound inventory of a
foreign language is the basis for developing good pronunciation, it does not guarantee that. From
the start, the main objective of learning pronunciation is to develop phonematic hearing, which
is the ability to accurately recognise a foreign language’s sounds. Again, at the university level,
phonetic transcription sensitizes students to the existing contrasts.

Once the teacher made sure that the students had mastered the skill of recognising a given

sound or sound groups, they could go to the next phase of training, that is, to practice correct
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articulation, frequently trying to overcome L1 habits in the process. All imitative acts that are the
quintessence of such production training are an act of will and the effect of the decision-making
process. They include acceptance of a certain pattern, recognition of its characteristics as a
specific implementation instruction, and consequently execution of this implementation through
the control of the articulatory apparatus. If such actions become fixed, they may turn into
desirable articulation habits (Isaacs, 2014). This is where the universally perceived primacy of
perception in relation to speech production comes from (Escudero, 2007). Thus, the help offered
in the form of phonetic transcription is seen as essential in fostering increased phonemic
awareness and - in consequence - good speech habits.

It has been observed through years of classroom practice at the Pedagogical University
in Krakéw Year 1 English Pronunciation Classes that students’ performance on tests on phonetic
transcription, particularly those targeting the realisation of appropriate variants of two
inflectional endings of English, the “-es” and the “-ed”, is less than satisfactory. In personal
communication, when discussing the individual results, students report on their difficulties with
having to cope with multiple areas of expertise at the same time: having to recall and recognise
the pronunciation of a whole item, to apply an appropriate variant of the ending and to record all
that in the form of phonetic script, all in the allocated time limit and in classroom conditions,
surrounded by their peers and closely monitored by the teacher. For years, the results obtained in
these tests were significantly lower than those in other tests of transcription. The specific kind of
test this study focuses on are achievement tests, which take a sample of a language element, here
— the specific variants of two inflectional endings in English (the ”-es” and the “-ed”), which has
been covered in the course of study in order to determine how well the learners have mastered
the specific element(s) (Underhill, 1987, p. 13). They also perform a subsidiary diagnostic
function, allowing the teacher to know which aspect of the particular content was not successfully
learnt.

It has been judged desirable to enrich the assessment process with techniques that can
support students in their learning and create conditions that would eliminate the debilitating effect
of classroom test-related anxiety. Two such solutions were introduced: Kahoot! and e-Quiz on
the department e-learning Moodle platform. These two tools were selected in order to minimise
the emotional inference and to emphasise the centrality of learning, within the broadly perceived
interrelatedness between instruction, assessment and learning, as those that address the
contextual, the instructional, the interactional, the elicitation and the affective dimensions

straightforwardly.
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3. Literature review
Ideally, for any meaningful learning to occur, assessment-elicited evidence of student learning
should be gathered, as a result of which instruction is modified in response to feedback. Only
recording current student achievement seems inadequate and incompatible with the ideas of
assessment for learning (Cheng & Fox, 2017) and adaptive teaching (Coll et al., 2000). In terms
of actual uses and practices employed by instructors, still mostly traditional forms of assessment,
tests or quizzes, continue to be used, and even with more innovative procedures or modes, the
focus is on traditional language elements or skills (Shohamy et al., 2008). Considering the
relationship between the process of learning and the need to evaluate its relative success, the
following regularity transpires: “Learning a language, like learning anything else, is essentially
an individual achievement... But typically this private process takes place in the public context
of the classroom, the individual is one of the group” (Castillo, in Turula, 2013, p. 255).

Assessment tools and methods are multiple and varied (see Cheng et al., 2004 and Cheng
and Fox, 2017, for a review). Studies frequently concentrate on external, standardised, high-
stakes assessment formulas, though the diversity of teacher practices is acknowledged, stressing
the relationship between assessment and instruction (Cheng et al., 2004) as well as the test
‘fitness for purpose’ concept (Galaczi, 2010). Research has also acknowledged the challenges
inherent in meaningful and efficient assessment as faced by teachers (Wach, 2013; Incecay &
Incecay, 2010; Cummins, 2009).

With the constant spreading of computer-based testing (CBT), important features of the
mode are brought to the foreground, such as greater flexibility in test item design, access to a
larger repository of items, and faster turnarounds for score receipt (Backes & Cowan, 2018).
Such a test mode also allows for testing accommodations, understood as changes to testing
procedures (presentation of test materials, students' responses to test items, scheduling, test
setting, etc.) that have little or no impact on the construct being tested and supporting the
performance of students so that their academic content knowledge and skills are demonstrated to
the greatest extent (Educational Testing Service, 2009). Computer-based tests can provide
constructive diagnostic information to complement the language learning process, yet it is argued
they should be used more selectively in other contexts, for example in high-stakes tests, where
the factors of design, validity, technological familiarity and practicality are an issue (Dooey,
2008). The advantages of online testing, though outside the context of language learning, have
been summarised in Candrlic et al. (2014), who say that an essential part of every LMS is a
subsystem that enables online testing. Students solve tasks using a computer rather than writing

their responses on paper. Standard LMS systems (such as Moodle, Sakai, Dokeos and



Teaching English with Technology, 21(2), 38-65, http://www.tewtjournal.org 44

Blackboard) provide various options that make the process of creating tests or quizzes very
flexible. As a result, instructors are able to construct tests that feature different types of questions,
randomly generate tests from question banks, allow students to solve the test several times, etc.
Their results show that online tests can replace traditional paper-based tests for students’
knowledge assessment, but special attention should be paid to the test composition. They also
report that, based on students’ comments received during the testing activities, preference to use
the keyboard rather than a pencil transpires more and more, so they would rather take online tests
than paper-based tests, however, no specific reason for that preference was stated (Candrlic et
al., 2014).

The testing mode has thus been viewed to play a major role. Shohamy et al. (2008, p. 19)
underline that quizzes and tests were criticised on several grounds, for instance, for the fact that
they produce anxiety and diminish performance, placing learners in (apparently) high-stakes
situations, where one-time accuracy determines their future learning. Against the background of
concerns for how paper-and-pencil testing fits into modern pedagogy, including contemporary
language teaching, research is focused on, among others, the (non-existent) difference in scores
between in-class testing and online testing in a communicative and proficiency-oriented program
(VanPatten et.al., 2015); on the postulates to view computer-based and traditional speaking
assessment as complementary and not competing perspectives, where technology is seen not as
a replacement for standard methods, but as a new additional possibility (Galaczi, 2010); or on
the relationship between testing mode (taking a test on computer versus on paper) and cognitive
load (Prisacari & Danielson, 2017), where the results support the claim that online testing can be
implemented in educational settings without imposing additional cognitive load on students. The
opposite, namely increased cognitive load, yet resulting in better recall and positive impact on
working memory performance during paper-based tests rather than computer-based tests, was
reported in the study by Carpenter & Alloway (2018), who also point out that research on CALT
aims to demonstrate the equivalence of scores between CBT and standard paper-and-pencil tests,
so that the two modes are comparable. Stowell and Bennet (2010) argue that administering
regular course exams in an online format would reduce test anxiety experienced at the time of
the exam and improve exam scores. Online quizzes offer considerably more flexibility than more
traditional paper-based tests as students can participate in them 24/7. It is by definition easier to
arrange early or late online quizzes (Neill, 2018).

There is wide research available into the relationship between testing, motivation, anxiety
and stress-related factors (Cheng et al., 2014; Coll et al., 2000; Stowell & Bennet, 2010; Vavla
& Gokaj, 2013; Wu & Lee, 2017). The studies reveal significant relationships among attitudes,
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motivation, text anxiety and test performance, all within the context of self-efficacy and pressure
on self-esteem. Motivation and anxiety exhibit a mutually influential relationship and alongside
other personal factors will influence students’ overall performance (Cheng et al. 2014). This
anxiety typically surfaces during certain cognitive performances for test-takers, for instance,
when they compare themselves with others in the group, are concerned about the consequences
of failing the test, experience low self-confidence or are generally excessively worried about
being (publically) assessed (Wu and Lee, 2017). Additionally, difficulties may be experienced
with adapting to the level and type of exercises, enforced under psychological pressure (Vavla &
Gokaj, 2013). In this context, Yielder et al. (2017) discuss not only the impact of test format on
strategies for test taking and learning in general, but also on students’ well-being. In the latter
aspects students described the effects tests had on their emotions, detailed as fear of failing,
anxiety about negative marking, a feeling of lack of control, a worry of not learning enough.
Such emotions of uncertainty and broadly-conceived-of stress had a detrimental and
demoralising effect on their learning.

It is only natural that teachers often find students in a class showing much diversity in
their needs and interests. They differ a lot in their motivation, prior knowledge and skills, learning
styles, multiple intelligences, interests and backgrounds, to name but a few aspects. It is in this
context that alternatives to traditional in-class, paper-based assessment are sought, and the
solutions need to encompass innovative, possibly technology-related, but first of all student-
centred protocols (Chapelle & Voss, 2017). Learning structure that is fun and interesting is more
appealing to students than when it is done for the sole purpose of passing the test and meeting
requirements.

Instructional games are gaining acceptance in the classroom as the e-learning merits of
student engagement and immediate feedback are recognised. Within higher education, the use of
such tools is often limited due to doubts regarding the scholarly merits of such activities, whereas
when applied with caution they allow educators to tailor their instruction based on student scores
and understanding on quizzes (Plump and LaRosa, 2017). Kahoot! is a popular eLearning tool
that can easily be used to add vitality, student engagement, and meta-cognitive supports to higher
education classrooms with a limited instructor or student training required (Plump and La Rosa,
2017). The format is believed to offer support for students to interactively answer quizzes in
classrooms as part of a formative assessment regime (Licorish et al., 2018; 2017). As such itis a
welcome innovation introduced during classes.

Aperlinski et al. (2013) discuss students’ opinion voiced in relation to Moodle or

traditional paper transcription exercises. Among the pluses of paper exercises, points such as
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quicker and more effective learning, more comfortable and natural writing, no need to carry a
laptop and no websites to distract are mentioned. These are countered with the minuses: no
(instant) feedback and difficulty with error correction as rewrite is needed. Online Moodle
activities are praised for being fast and easy to use, for low effort demands, instant, accurate and
clear feedback and for relative ease to correct errors (no rewrite needed). The problematic areas
are the overall difficulty level being too low because of low effort requirements, and the fact that
proper transcription form is quickly forgotten.

The present study was grounded in a course whose primary objective was improving the
students’ pronunciation of English. As the course progressed, the students developed their
personalised attitudes towards English pronunciation as well as the abilities to self-rate their
achieved levels, therefore attaching different degrees of importance to having good
pronunciation. Consequently, motivational aspects and willingness to attain good pronunciation
are not stable, but vary with experience and, often, learner characteristics (Waniek-Klimczak et
al., 2013). Cognitive factors that are typically found relevant for more accurate pronunciation
and phonological processing involve attention control allowing one to switch between tasks and
mental sets, phonological short-term memory used to encode phonological units and their
sequential order for further processing, and inhibition control — the mechanism that allows
bilinguals to speak one of their languages while blocking the interference from the language
currently not in use, so that learners can better avoid interference from their L1 phonological
categories resulting in more target-like / less accented L2 perception and production (Mora and
Darcy, 2017). Pronunciation learning regularly involves positive and negative emotions, which
in turn may have great impact on their L2 learning and assessment. Errors may lead to adult
learners’ hypersensitivity and self-consciousness as well as lower self-image. When they feel that
they are the focus of attention and under constant scrutiny of their classmates and the teacher,
they may not perform their real competence, which points to a significant role of the affective
domain in learning L2 pronunciation (Jedynak, 2013). Gabrys$-Barker (2012) further emphasises
that students may demonstrate preference to perform certain actions in a specific context,
depending on perceived intrinsic pleasantness of the stimulus in specific favourable instructional
conditions. Tasks which offer expectation of success promote high need of achievement and low
fear of failure. All this is conducive to enhancing learners’ self-esteem. Achievement goals fall
into two categories: performance goals and mastery goals. A mastery goal orientation emphasises
learning, understanding, improving, mastering new skills, and taking on challenges, they require
varying evaluation methods, and making evaluation private. In contrast, a performance-goal

orientation (also called an ego-involved orientation) emphasises comparison of students’
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abilities, where student evaluation is public, performance is attributed to individual ability, and
students who outperform others are rewarded (Cauley and McMillan, 2010). Consequently, the
achievement of both types needs to be assessed. All this must be somehow integrated with the
demand for concrete marks that frequently are required by the specific educational reality to
certify to the course completion, though Shohamy et al. (2008, p. 19) observe that assigning
grades was consistently among the least important reasons for assessing ventured by teachers.

Such seems to be the case with the group targeted in the study.

4. Methodology

4.1. The aims of the study
This study aims at answering the following research questions:

1. Is there a significant difference in the scores obtained on traditional pen-and-paper tests
of transcription as compared to the scores achieved in CALL based measures (Kahoot!
and Moodle quiz)?

2. What are the students’ opinions on regular pen-and-paper tests used to evaluate their
transcription skills?

3. How welcome is the presence of CALL-related solutions as part of the assessment
process?

4. Which CALL solutions are most conducive to both effective and student-friendly
assessment, as judged by students’ test scores and personal opinions?

To achieve the goals, the current study was conceptualized as a small scale mixed method study
into the assessment preferences in the group of 1% year students in the English Department of the
Pedagogical University of Krakow (PUK). The aim was to determine the set of possible formulas
and contexts for meaningful, comprehensive and at the same time student-friendly assessment of

elements of specific course content, compatible with the principle of catering for diversity.

4.2. Participants and the context

For the students in the English Studies Department at PUK a course in English Pronunciation,
termed in the curriculum as (Practical) English Phonetics, is mandatory. It comprises 90 hours of
class instruction and obligatorily includes training in IPA transcription with the aim to visually

record English words and utterances.



Teaching English with Technology, 21(2), 38-65, http://www.tewtjournal.org 48

The study focused on 4 groups of 1% Year students (N = 72) in the English Department
at the Pedagogical University of Krakow, who as part of the degree participate in the 90-hours-

course called Phonetics.

Table 1. The sample

Number of Year 1 groups 4
N (participants overall) 90
Number of Year 1 groups with 2

CALL-related testing protocols

N (CALL-groups participants) 36
Overall number of test samples 216
Overall number of interviews 10

The central objective of the course was actual training in English pronunciation, where
students develop their expertise through a variety of instructional modes in order to attain high-
accuracy near-native-like pronunciation goals, disassociating themselves from their LI
background and abandoning, to the extent it is possible, those habits of pronunciation that
contribute significantly to L1 (Polish, Ukrainian, Russian)-accented speech. An important part
of the curriculum is learning to use (read and produce) the IPA phonetic transcription of English
words and utterances. The belief behind this requirement is that those who can first recognise
and subsequently record in a visual form the contrasting variants practiced in class, will also be
able to pronounce them as a result of developing and thus raising their explicit phonemic
awareness (Werfel, 2017).

One of the L1 habits to be eradicated in the course of instruction is the massive tendency
towards Final Obstruent Devoicing, carried over from L1 onto English. Students work on
developing an understanding of the notion of voicing in general, on its functions in terms of
contrasting meaning and on the problems inherent in dropping L1 interference in the form of
producing voiceless consonants at the end of words. Curriculum writers judged the two English
inflectional endings: the multifunctional “-es” and the (mostly) regular praeterite “-ed” marker
to be used in this context, first as phonological awareness raisers, and second as items combining
several aspects of the language phonology, morphology and (in a broad sense) grammar. Such
item practice goes hand in hand with the proposed ban on compartmentalization of language
skills practice. Thus, during the course, students spend several classes practicing the variant-to-

environment applications, working on handouts specifically designed to bring out the multitude
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of functions and contexts and produce desirable contrasts. Their achievement is then measured
through transcription-based tests. These are followed by a face-to-face oral pronunciation test,
where the two inflectional endings in their respective variants feature prominently, both in

individual words and in longer utterances.

YEARI UP zroup A  Phonetics Quiz2 ,,-(e)s” ending
NAME:
Give the pronunciation of the following words; don’t forgetto inchude soessmarks: (20 poins )

dogs
beds
tries
agrees
enjoys
worries
loves
roses
laughs
judges
leaves
apples
climbs
wives
Kate’s
kills
swims
supposes
roof’s
Paul’s

Figure 1. Pen-and-paper quiz

4.3. Design and procedure

For many years the pen-and-paper tests described above were considered relatively
straightforward and easy for students in terms of low cognitive load required to perform well.
And yet, in personal communication, when discussing the obtained scores, this view was
challenged. As a result, in two student groups of students (N = 36) additional assessment
techniques were implemented. The “-es”-ending assessment was supplemented with a Kahoot!
quiz run in class, followed by a regular class based written test of transcription, to be finally
complemented by a Moodle quiz. For the “-ed”- ending, only the Moodle quiz was used, to the
total abandonment of the pen-paper-test. Sample quiz formats for the online formulas are shown

below. In the remaining groups no CALT measures were introduced.
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Choose the correct -es ending variant for: WASHES O
0
Answers

L Te

Figure 2. Kahoot! — the question format

Choose the correct ES ending variant for. COUGHS

H e

Km
—
(O
o
Figure 3. Kahoot! — the main screen feedback
Pin: 10716 soris [ pini10me sofis

Correct Incorrect

\ X

Answer Streak 3 Answer Streak lost

+1,105

That was a curveball

You're in Ist place You're in Ist place

suz === || ---

Figure 4. Kahoot! - individual feedback on a mobile device
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v

Cuestion 1 He his teeth
Not vet azawered
Select one

Marked cut of 1

» beajuz
v Flag question

b benfe
© Edit qoestios

o benls

d berps

v

Question 6 don't normally eat

Not vet answered

Select one
Marked cut of 1

s lzeds bezeflar:
v Flag question

b lzeds batefliz
© Edit questics

¢. lizods batoflarz

d lzeds bateflans

v

Question 8 The are more colourful than the

Not yet azawered

I

i Marked cut of 1

Select one
¥ Flag question A enz talz ks btz
0 Edit qoestios b. meas taiz bk hats
oomens tals  koks hats
d. mens tatz by bty

Figure 5. Moodle - the format: from simple one-item-questions to progressively more complex multi-items
ones

Started on  Tuesday, 14 May 2019, 1:29 pm
State  Finished
Completed on  Tuesday, 1.4 May 2019, 1:33 pm
Time taken 3 mins 10 secs
Marks 6/10
Grade 60 out of 100
Feedback You must try again :-(

Question 1 He his teeth
Incorrect
Select one
Maurkoostof s
a. beajur
v Flag question
b berje
© Edit question
* o berfs X
d berjs

Figure 6. Moodle - the quiz summary for an individual student

51
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4.4. Data collection tools and procedures

The instruments of data collection included written test results (the quantitative part) and the
semi-structured interviews (the qualitative part). The data were gathered between December
2018 and February 2019. Pattern-coding strategy (Miles et al. 2014) was employed to analyse

the interviews data qualitatively.

4.5. The finding: test results
The following section outlines the scores obtained in all the assessment formulas across the
student-participants. The order of presentation is as follows: first, the scores on the Kahoot! quiz

[3

on the “-es” ending variant is shown, then the pen-and-paper “-es” ending written test on
transcription results are shown. These are followed by the scores obtained on the Moodle quizzes
on the “-es” and the “-ed” endings in the two groups (N = 36) (Table 2). For comparison, scores
of randomly selected students (from the general population taught) obtained in the groups with

no added CALL-related techniques are presented for both the endings (Table 3).

Table 2. Scores in written and CALL tests

N=36 Kahoot "-es" "-es" pen-and- "-es" Moodle "-ed" Moodle
paper quiz quiz
Score % Score % Score % Score %
(16) (20) (10) (10)
Correct (average) 12.222 76 17.406 87 9.333 93 9.305 93
SD 2.21 2.05 0.98 0.75
Number of failed 10 4 1 2
tests
Chi-square 13.006
validation
P-value (p<.05) .004624

Table 3. Pen-and-paper test scores in no-CALT supported groups

N=36 "-es" pen-and-paper "-ed" pen-and-paper
Score (20) % Score (20) %
Correct (average) 16.5 82 16.62 83
SD 2.81 2.46
Number of failed tests 9 8

The results show, on the whole, that course participants in their majority have successfully
acquired relevant transcription skills when it comes to mastering the correct application of the
appropriate variant of the two inflectional endings. The passing grade for the tests was generally

rather high, 75% for the Kahoot! quiz (12 points out of 16) and 80% for the remaining test
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formulas. The percentage of failed attempts is acceptable in all cases, the overall discriminability
allowed for appropriate proportions of all marks.

One could argue that the tests are not really comparable, since they require slightly
different skills of the participants. The Kahoot! and the Moodle quizzes follow the multiple-
choice format and focus on recognizing the correct set of IPA symbols and the appropriate ending
variant. The pen-and-paper test requires students to actually produce the transcription
themselves, which is seen as a special difficulty in comparison to the other too, as it calls for a
heavier cognitive and memory load on the part of the students (Mora and Darcy, 2017). On the
other hand, the Moodle quizzes get progressively more complex, they start with a single word-
item to be recognised, ending up with as many as four distinct forms within one question space.
This supports the assumption that the facilitation in the form of a multiple-choice recognition
task is compensated for by the increased relative complexity of the task itself. All three formats
are strictly time-limited, with more leniency in this respect observed with classroom-run written
tests. The results were always discussed with each individual, who can study the test, compare it
to the expected value and analyse the feedback given. Notably, the types of feedback were
different for each of the techniques, with Kahoot! quiz offering the least personalized feedback,
though the instant one, just like in the case of a Moodle quiz. The feedback, albeit individualised,
was significantly delayed in the case of pen-and-paper transcription test.

In order to arrive at a deeper understanding of the students’ performance in the assessment
procedures, as well as to discover their opinions on the forms most conducive to their learning a
series of semi-structured interviews was carried out. The next section discussed the ideas

emerging from them.

4.6. The findings: interviews

From the total of 36 participants from the two groups who did both traditional pen-and-paper
tests as well as Kahoot! and Moodle quizzes, a selection of 10 students was sampled to forward
their opinions and ideas in the form of a semi-structured interview, carried out during the author’s
office hours. The students were not selected randomly, it was the deliberate intention of the
author to have a spectrum of opinions coming from high, average and low achievers. Therefore
purposive and non-probability sampling was judged desirable. The interviews were run after all
forms of the “-es” - ending testing were done, but before the “-ed” ending was tested. Before the
end of the semester, the interviewees as well as any other participants could venture their opinions
during the final individual oral task test, carried out in the face-to-face situation with the teacher.

The carefully-orchestrated selection of students was the consequence of a popular view that
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different types of students work best in different instructional contexts and need different kinds
of feedback. Low achieving students require highly specific immediate and explicit feedback,
while high-achievers benefit more from delayed feedback (Cauley and McMillan, 2010). Also,
in a group there will always be students who are reticent to demonstrate their knowledge
publically, for fear of being labelled attention-seeking by their peers (Licorish et al., 2018). One
such student, a high-achieving ‘tall poppy’, who scored maximum on all tests, demonstrated
precisely that sort of attitude in class, and was therefore asked to give the interview. Apart from
them, two more high-achievers, four average students and three low-achieving participants were
asked to contribute their ideas.

The interviews were structured so as to disclose students’ opinions and encourage them
to forward their own ideas for assessment that supports their learning. Some of the questions
were fed by responses offered by the author, and basing on views found in subject literature
(Jedynak, 2013; Gabrys-Barker, 2012; Mora and Darcy, 2017; Plump and LaRosa, 2017). Others
were more open, so as to avoid intentional answering and the statistical “halo-effect”, where
essentially the respondents answer in the way they intuitively feel the researcher expects them to
answer. They were grouped into several major areas, following the pattern coding strategy (Mills
et al., 2014):

a. 1identifying the procedural differences between the three testing formulas;

b. rating the significance of factors such as task type, task time limit, teacher involvement,
student engagement, cognitive load, attention focus, the testing context, the elicitation
techniques;
the problems with each of the techniques, with the division into inherent and individual,

d. the affective and the interactional dimension of assessment and their relatedness to
learning.

The data extrapolated from the interviews are discussed below, where a selection of the students’
opinions are tabulated for ease of reference. These present but a fraction of the opinions
expressed, they can, however, be treated as representative for the views held by this particular

group of respondents.
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Table 4. Semi-structured interviews responses

The feature

"-es" pen-and-paper

Kahoot! "-es"

"-es" Moodle quiz

What is required of
students

General context

Task formula

Time limit

Aids allowed

Teacher intervention

Difficulty level

Attention focus

Feedback formula

Potential problems 1:
technicalities

Potential problems 2:
individual

Anonymity
Competitive spirit

Interaction pattern

Relatedness to further
learning

Producing transcription of
individual items with "-
es" ending added

Classroom, public

Clear, unchanging

Set but negotiable with
the teacher if need be;
teacher leniency observed

Printed table with IPA
characters

Possible when needed,
but generally minimal

Consistent, stable, non-
varying

Can vary

Delayed, individual,
informative

"nothing to write with";
"pencils not allowed", "an
easier group"

Insufficient command of
the symbols

Some

None

With the material, not the
group

Regular class assessment
practice; feeds self-study
protocols; enhances skill
development

Recognizing the
required variant
of the
appropriately  to
phonetic context

ending,
the

Classroom, public

Clear, unchanging

Strictly defined by the
program

None

None

Consistent, stable, non-
varying

Essential

Immediate, simple (right
or wrong)

Slow internet
connection, slow mobile
device, BYOD principle

Slow reaction time,
following the screen
action

None

A lot

With the class

Not much; a welcome
break in the class flow;
possibly a revision tool;
affects class dynamics

Recognizing the

correct transcription of
individual words
incorporating the ending
variant appropriate in the
given phonetic context

Familiar, private

Clear, unchanging

Defined by the platform,
non-negotiable

Printed table with IPA
characters

None
Progressively more
challenging and

demanding, more items
to be handled at once

Essential but can vary

Immediate, individual,
can be insufficient

Slow internet connection;
platform breakdowns;

Insufficient command of
the symbols; attention
fluctuation

Full

None

With the material, very
individual

Additional procedure to
classroom based ones;
feeds self-study
protocols; enhances skill
development

55
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Test anxiety

High

Some, related to Intermediate
competition, activity not

perceived as a test

situation

When asked specifically to evaluate the three techniques as forms of assessment, the respondents

presented rather balanced and mature views, certifying to a lot of reflective critical thinking about

the matters discussed. Table 5 summarizes their opinions (underlining mine).

Table 5. The tests evaluation

""-es" pen-and-paper

Kahoot! "-es"

"-es" Moodle quiz;
"-ed" Moodle quiz

heavy demand on memory and recall skills
writing things down takes time
many details to take into account: the symbols, stress marks, variants
etc.
assesses many aspects at the same time
external control of all circumstances
high level of test-induced stress and anxiety
undoubtedly one's individual work; reflecting the level of course
element attainment
detailed though delayed feedback in personal communication with the
teacher
"if you do it slowly, everybody in class can see that"
teacher monitoring constantly and able to react to potential problems

"a waking up activity";

introduces variety and diversity,

welcome break in classroom routine, changed dynamics

high level of stimulation and excitement;

external control of all circumstances;

"enjoyed by those who can't live without some form of competition"
improves students' engagement and satisfaction

A revision activity - yes; form of assessment - no

A "lifebuoy"” function in assessment, tipping the scales in favour of
mildly doubtful performance (the tall poppy's suggestion)

focuses on recognizing transcription and the variants - @ much lower
cognitive load, still heavy memory load

done individually within the time limit and time window defined by
the teacher

technical possibility for cheating by sharing answers; therefore they
cannot be the only form of assessment, could be assigned relative less
worth to eliminate the incentive for cheating

quick and quiet feedback, regular, though not as detailed as for the
class written test

not every class material lends itself nicely to this form of assessment
my own machine, my own space, my own comfort => personal safety
nobody physically monitors the activity; no hovering to see where I
am in the task

improve student engagement and satisfaction

much lower test-related stress or general anxiety

not so very easy as I had originally thought

the clear task instructions are all important
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5. Discussion and implications

At a superficial level, especially when comparing the task formulas and demands, what could
reasonably be expected is the overwhelming student preference for lighter, somewhat
entertainment-oriented, involving, competition-related forms of assessment. A closer inspection,
however, reveals some very thoughtful considerations are surfacing.

It is only natural that undergraduate students welcome the use of the Kahoot! game. It
bases on students bringing and using their own mobile devices (the BYOD practice) and,
frequently, their own high-speed internet. With the growing user expertise and new potential of
mobile devices also for working (indirectly) on one’s pronunciation or general speaking skills,
effective use of them in classroom practice is preferable to trying in vain to ban them from the
class completely (Niewiadomski, 2010). One result that is perhaps the most striking in relation
to Kahoot! quizzing technique is the reported lack of anonymity. Numerous sources (Licorish et
al., 2017; 2018; Plump and LaRosa, 2017) underline this aspect as one of the benefits of using
GSRS tasks in the classroom, fostering deep and enriched participation. Because of the game’s
high-competitiveness, anonymity was not enforced in class, actually students revealed their
nicknames voluntarily and wanted to be known for their achievement, ready to risk demoting
when answering incorrectly. They were not, however, judged on the spot for their responses,
correct and incorrect.

Judging from the opinions expressed in the interviews, the participants felt strongly that
Kahoot! could be used for revision as a useful tool for course content, before actual assessment.
That is in accordance with the findings of Licorish et al.(2017; 2018), who pointed out to
Kahoots!’s potential for repeating course content in a novel way, facilitating remembering key
concepts and allowing a deeper understanding of the relevant issues, later reinforced and enriched
in class discussions and more in-depth thinking. Equally important is the specific feature of
Kahoot!, namely that as its organizing ground rule it assumes the central role of fun and
entertainment, which on the whole positively impacts learners’ motivation, enriches learning
experience and enhances active participation. This contributes to the learners’ emotional and
psychological well-being. As such it can also positively affect the attitude learners develop
towards the specific language aspect studied, which in the long term must contribute to higher
attainment and increased target-seeking (cf. Waniek-Klimczak et al., 2013). For those in class
who are less competition-oriented, it clearly changes the patterns of class dynamics, a desirable
occurrence anyway. On the whole, it is likely to contribute to creating an environment that is

most conducive to deep learning and thus providing students with the much needed tools to adopt
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diverse learning strategies in their study as assessment (Coll et al., 2000). The most interesting
and most innovative suggestion, though, is the idea to use Kahoot! quiz results in favour of those
students who represent borderline cases assessment-wise. Coming from a person who does not
need that sort of crutch, being a top scorer on all the course assessment procedures, this is seen
as a reflection of deep critical thinking and a sign of mature attitude to managing one’s own
learning. The idea was openly presented to the class and accepted by popular vote as an element
of classroom procedures.

Pen-and-paper tests as a form of mainly summative assessment have been a regular
fixture in many classes. Students are accustomed to them, see their role as evaluative measures
and realize the cognitive and memory load associated with them (Carpenter & Alloway, 2018;
Shohamy et al., 2008). However, if the only feedback students receive is a final grade (e.g., for
a unit of instruction, midterms, finals, or external tests), they cannot see how their efforts improve
skills, which may lower expectations for success in the future (Ellis, 2008). Furthermore, the
evaluative comments and judgments of ability that are prevalent in comparisons can be
debilitating for students. The test-induced anxiety can be somewhat manipulated by using fair
tests, with unambiguous, familiar item types and tasks (Turula, 2010). When students know these
are coming, they understand their role in realistic assessment of their performance and goal-
attainment as well as receive simple and straightforward instructions, the tension and anxiety
inherent in the test situation can be lowered. The interview responses revealed that students
understand the common preconceptions and recognize symptoms of test-related anxiety. They
still, however, underscore the lack of psychological and physical comfort when taking them. It
is related to the fact that what happens with in-class assessment is that a private process is
accommodated in and largely influenced by the public domain in which it takes place (Turula,
2013). Because of this public dimension, it requires some possible accommodations (Educational
Testing Service, 2009) in a dialogue with the learner, who especially in this public context may
experience a number of negatively affecting emotions, generally subsumed under the term
“language anxiety”.

The students then may and do experience any combination of the following (Turula,
2013): lack of confidence in oneself as a learner, uneasiness, frustration, self-doubt, apprehension
and tension which are specifically related to language learning situations. It is regularly context-
sensitive, influenced by learners’ perception of this environment and arises in response to certain
language learning situations: assimilation of knowledge and skills, evaluative procedures, having
to perform publicly in the tasks, whether of a test-like nature or not. When all these occur in the

sphere of pronunciation training, the effects can be amalgamated, since learner’s individual



Teaching English with Technology, 21(2), 38-65, http://www.tewtjournal.org 59

factors play an important role in acquiring the target language phonology. These comprise not
only learner anxiety but can keep auditory information in working memory and focus attention
on the relevant cues (Mora and Darcy, 2017). All these are arguments in favour of adapting
classroom testing procedures and yet to continue some testing protocols while looking for
student-friendly complementary measures.

When the factors described above — fun and engagement elements, competitiveness, test
related stress — are cumulatively taken together, the significant role of the affective domain in L2
pronunciation instruction becomes evident. It therefore makes pedagogical sense to search for
supplementary assessment techniques that would compensate for the variable anxiety and
cognitive control influence on students performance. One such additional measure was the
introduction of GSRS Kahoot! quiz. Another could be relocation of a portion of the course
assessment process into the virtual environment of a Moodle platform.

The course followed a module-like organization, therefore any number and arrangement
of online quizzes can be created, at least partly in place of a mid-semester series of written tests.
Students were permitted to see responses and answers immediately after submission, but only
general feedback and overall mark was viewable after this window is closed. This is consistent
with the general advantage of computer-based-tests, namely that when administered in relevant
situations they provide nearly instant constructive diagnostic information to complement the
language learning process (Dooey, 2008). Quiz extensions can be offered only to students under
exceptional circumstances, without the necessity to arrange additional times and venues for class
test. All this makes computer-based tests a valuable element of dynamic and adaptive classroom
assessment (Backes & Cowan, 2018; Neill, 2018). Although quiz security remains a concern for
the teacher (Neill, 2018), the incorporation of them seems inevitable. These measures are also
welcome by students themselves, who classified this form of assessment as one of possible
testing techniques, reflecting on the unsuitability of every chunk of the course to be e-evaluated.
They understand the pedagogical concerns of the teacher when it comes to possible cheating and
suggest different score value to be allocated to the online quiz within the whole course
assessment. At the same time they appreciated the lowered cognitive load associated with this
test formula (Aperlinski et al., 2013; Prisacari & Danielson, 2017; Vavla & Gokaj, 2013), still
noticing the progressive increase in question items difficulty. Test mode effects are evident in
the overall better scores achieved, though the difference is not overwhelmingly in favour of out-
of-class assessment (VanPatten et.al., 2015). However, what they seem to view as the biggest
advantage and a single factor most contributing to their success on the test is the positive

influence of personal safety and familiar, anxiety-reducing environment of doing the test.
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Emotional security, interaction with the material only, generally lowered anxiety all appeared to
positively impact test-takers' performance (Yielder et al., 2017; Wu and Lee, 2017). Personal,
safe environment, without the teacher hovering over, without looking to the peers around is seen
as conducive to raised self-esteem and better achievement as a result, to the exclusion of factors
such as phonetic aptitude and high motivation (Jedynak, 2013; Turula, 2013; Gabrys-Barker,
2012).

The participants demonstrated great sensitivity to personal and contextual circumstances
in the strife to obtain successful outcomes in their learning process (Gabrys-Barker, 2012). In all
three measures taken to assess goal-attainment, slightly different task types were employed. In
the CALL-related ones, the tasks themselves may have had a more facilitative power and create
a positive attitude in students. However, since positivity works best when it precedes the given
learning situation and a learner is willing to actively engage in it, it is not surprising that the
experience of online Moodle quiz was uniformly viewed as conducive to greater than usual as
well as more pleasant achievement. Since the potentially threatening elements were eliminated,
the situation-specific anxiety was sufficiently low to stimulate desired performance rather than
promote defensive or withdrawal strategies. After the positive appraisal of first of these quizzes
(the “-es” ending), the expectation of success on the second one (the “-ed”’) was high, magnified
by low fear of failure and newly discovered and developed need for achievement (Stowell &
Bennet, 2010). The added value of personal well-being and safe personal environment are
understood as crucial to the general outcome of assessment.

It is believed that there is an interdependence between learners’ self-perception and their
success in achievement-related situations. The online form of assessment in the form of a Moodle
quiz eliminates the undesirable influence of fear of failure (it can be done again) (Yielder et al.,
2017), poor self-image and low self-esteem — there is no one to judge the student, potential
advantage of extroversion/introversion, inhibition — the outer world is made absent. The
technology here is seen as a welcomed complement to standard class assessment methods, a new
additional possibility (Galaczi, 2010). It has been stressed before (Carpenter & Alloway, 2018;
Turula, 2013) that VLE participants are equally anxiety-sensitive when compared to traditional
learning contexts, being subject to the same real world driving forces and constraints, all related
to offline affect-related problems. However, when it comes to e-assessment, it appears that the
present study offered compelling evidence to the contrary: the specific personal-safety-
guaranteed environment, coupled with conditions supporting interaction with the material only
rather than with other course participants or the teacher, constitutes a favourable testing scene

and thus encourages students to perform at their best.
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6. Conclusion

Varying the forms of assessment by incorporating technology-related solutions provides multiple
opportunities for classroom success in the language aspect trained. That, in turn, boosts the self-
esteem and self-confidence of all students, particularly those with a long history of well-
established language anxiety (Turula, 2010; 2013).

E-assessment has certain obvious merits (Chatzigavriil et al., 2015): it enhances the
quality of assessment in general; meets students’ expectations, keeps up with educational
standards and trends while for prospective teachers and/or managers it has the potential for
experiential learning by doing training. One can also notice some inherent problems, to name but
a few: the reliability of available tools is critical yet still questionable while the still common lack
of institutional culture works as a barrier to e-assessment.

While extensive (and effective) application of technology throughout the assessment and
learning cycles has yet to be reached, its increasing presence reveals a clear inclination towards
innovative practices in assessment. Building a clear consensus as for the goals, objectives and
merit of (formative and summative) e-assessment to all entities involved in the process is thus of
fundamental importance.

Our findings indicate that the specific type of (test) task and its cognitive demands might
advantage certain groups of learners to obtain better performance for reasons unrelated to their
phonological skills / pronunciation ability. With no significant difference in the test scores, with
mature and sound opinions expressed by participants in relation to the CBTests and the standard
ones, it may be concluded that a feasible approach will thus be to entail using various kinds of
tasks and test modes (pen-and-paper as well as online) that would help compensate for individual
differences in cognitive control and stress-handling. It has become evident that the instructor
needs to consider the possible consequences of task demand, individual differences in cognitive
control and the general safety-promoting context when setting the necessary assessment
protocols. Likewise, it is important to use various types of explicit feedback strategies to
compensate for potential differences. In blended learning environments this means taking into
account individual learner differences and needs as well as group dynamics, but also in addition
a number of new-media-related constraints on e-learning and e-assessment.

We are fully aware that the presented research cannot form the basis for drawing final
conclusions. The study was largely done in an action-research mode, implemented in a small
atomic group. The results obtained have the purpose of helping the teacher work towards a more

effective and more learner-centred course organization. It was done also with the purpose of
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involving the students into the process of active learning and active evaluation, not just passive

test-takers (Dzierzgowska, 2011).
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